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ABSTRACT 

This speech presents a study that identified factors 
predominately related to the efficient allocation of resources in 
Florida’s public school districts. Information was collected from 67 
school districts concerning 27 variables that were found in an 
optimum effective school district. The variables were analyzed using 
the principal component procedure to identify factors for 
consideration when allocating educational resources to school 
districts. The results showed that teacher commitment, student 
transportation, school district financing, and pupil population in 
educational programs were the four main areas of school district 
resource allocations. (Author) 
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AN INVESTIGATION IN EDUCATIONAL RESOURCE 



ALLOCATIONS IN SCHOOL DISTRICTS 



Background and Objectives 

The purpose of this study was to identify factors (components) 
predominately related to the efficient allocation of resources in 
Florida's public school districts. Since 1947, those districts have 
been coterminous with county lines. In that year the state .reduced the 
six hundred and fifty school districts to the present sixty-seven county 
units. Accordingly, boundaries of existing governmental agencies 
determined the size of each district. Factors believed to be associ- 
ated with effective and efficient operation were given little or no 
consideration in this change. 

In viewing Florida school districts on the basis of size, it was 
found that forty-one of the counties had less than .10,000 students and 
twenty-nine had less than 5,000. It seemed evident that because of a 
lack of resources , smaller counties were confronted with a variety of 
educational, administrative, and financial problems. Although some of 
these difficulties have been eased by formal and informal agreements 
among adjacent school systems, most restrictions resulting from limited 
enrollments and resources have not presently been overcome. Upon a re- 
view of the pertinent research regarding the optimum effective school 
district, twenty-seven variables were selected for inclusion in the study. 
Measurements on each of these variables in the county districts of the 
State; of Florida were collected. 
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Method 

A principal component analysis was performed on the correlation matrix 

( 1 ) 

among the twenty-seven measures (Table 1) collected * Components were 
retained corresponding to the eigenvalues of the matrix greater than one. 

The rav 7 components were orthogonally rotated according to the normal varimax 
criterion. Rotated pattern coefficients absolutely greater than .5 were 

utilized for interpretation purposes. 

Upon determination of the component pattern, counties with less than 
5,000 pupils in average daily membership were defined as "small." From 
these, eight were selected and hypothetically reorganized into three regions, 
each of which was compared to a model county selected on the basis of com- 
parable pupil population and ability to support an educational program. 

Those comparisons were made on the bases of transportation and administrative 
costs as well as classes taught by out-of-field teachers. Course offerings 
together and graduating class size were also used for comparative purposes. 



Results 

The rotated (varimax) pattern matrix for the principal components 
solution is presented in Table II. Four components were retained. The 
first was named Pupil Data since it exhibited high positive coefficients 



on: 

1. Number of High School Graduates .983 

6. Instructors Full Time .982 

7. Teachers Full Time .981 

9. Average Population per Square Mile .697 

10. County Assessment Level .910 

13. Local Effort for Education (MFP) .972 




(1) Harvard University Computing Center. 
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14. 


Total Current Expenses 


.971 


22. 


Capital Outlay 


.876 


26. 


Enrollment 


.979 


27. 


Enrollment Change 


.962 



The second component was termed Transportation since it was dominated 
by variables related to bus transportation although instructional salary 
was highly correlated with this dimension. 

21. Average Annual Instructional Salary .879 

23. Percent of Transported Students .977 

24. Bus miles Traveled on Unpaved Roads .978 

25. Bus miles Traveled on the Morning Trip .976 

The third component exhibited high positive correlations on: 

11. Non-exempt Valuation for Average 

Daily Attendance .538 

15. Current Expenses per Pupil .933 

16. Instruction Expenses per Pupil ' 

±7. Plant Expenses per Pupil .778 

18. Maintenance Expenses per Pupil .715 

and was named Per Pupil Expenditures .. The fourth component tvariance=2 .275) 
was considered residual and was not interpreted. 

The per pupil per mile costs of transportation are summarized in 
Table III. It can be observed that in smaller counties with low population 
that relative transportation costs were high. A similar pattern was also 
noted for ad inistrative ccsrs per pupil (Table IV) . The larger counties 
also evidenced a much lower incidence of out-of-field classes taught (Table V) , 
as well as larger graduating classes and more course offerings (Table VI) . 
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Conclusion 

A study of the collected data revealed that school districts in 
Florida varied greatly in the educational opportunities provided for 
students. It appeared that small school districts were incapable of 
providing a quality educational program that a reorganized school 
district of moderate size could provide because of a more effective 
distribution of both facilities and personnel, and an availability of 
resources. Therefore, the following conclusions, based upon the com- 
parative analysis of these data seemed justified. 

1. In all instances, the small districts were unable to operate 
efficiently. It was found that a better educational program could be 
provided for less money by increasing pupil population through the reor- 
ganization of small school districts. Investigation of school districts 
having less than 5,000 pupi.ls showed a higher current expense per pupil 
than larger school districts. There was an inverse relationship between 
pupil population c ..u current expenses per pupil (Chart I) . 

2. In smaller counties with low pupil population, transportation 
costs per pupil were high. In some instances the increase in transportation 
costs resulted from dual systems. This suggests that uneconomical duplica- 
tion of bus routes should be eliminated for more efficient utilisation of 
current equipment and finances. 

3. Small counties have a greater administrative cost per pupil 
than large counties. This suggested that a more efficient distribution 
of professional administrative personnel could result from reorganization 
of small counties into larger regional school districts . 

4. Small counties have difficulties attracting and holding qualified 
personnel. This resulted in a higher percentage of classes being taught 
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by teachers out-of-field in smaller counties. 

5. In all instances studied, small counties provided a narrower 
educational program than large or reorganized units. Through hypothetical 
reorganization of small counties into large regional districts, the ed- 
ucational offerings (depth and breadth of course offerings) and services 
for students increased. 
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CORRELATION MATRIX 
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TABLE I, Continued 
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TABLE I, Continued 
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Table I, Continued 



TABLE II 



DERIVED COMPONENTS (NORMAL VARIMAX) 







I 


II 


III 


IV 


1 . 


High school graduates 


.983 


.080 


.060 


.096 


2. 


Percent enter college 


.269 


-.331 


-.118 


-.408 


3. 


ADM percent 


.305 


-.236 


-.211 


.638 


4. 


Instr. below Rank III 


-.359 


.308 


-.235 


.184 


5. 


Instr . Rank II & above 


.192 


-.078 


.393 


.086 


6 . 


Instr. full time 


.982 


-.080 


,064 


-.112 


7. 


Teachers full time 


.981 


-.080 


.055 


-.112 


8. 


Land area (sq. miles) 


.394 


-.036 


.052 


-.533 


9. 


Avg. Pop. (sq. mile) 


.697 


-.102 


.105 


.015 


10. 


County assess, levels 


.910 


-.076 


.185 


-.139 


11. 


Non -Ex. value ADA 


.142 


-.148 


.538 


-.530 


12. 


Personal income per pupil 


.400 


.216 


.329 


-.577 


13. 


Local effort M.P.P. 


.972 


-.076 


.107 


-.111 


14. 


Total current expenses 


.971 


-.079 


.106 


-.109 


15. 


Current ex. per pupil 


.005 


.179 


.933 


.156 


16. 


Instr. ex. per pupil 


.208 


.046 


.865 


.015 


17. 


Plant ex. per pupil 


.303 


.070 


.778 


-.229 


18. 


Main ex. per pupil 


-.120 


.046 


.715 


-.058 


19. 


Aux. ser. per pupil 


-.423 


.332 


.250 


.655 


20. 


Fixed c. per pupil 


-.015 


-.002 


.746 


-.279 


21. 


Avg . annual salary 


.324 


.879 


.141 


-.191 


22. 


Capital outlay 


.876 


.160 


.067 


-.149 


23. 


Transported percent 


.009 


.977 


.086 


-.039 


24. 


Bus miles unpaved 


.007 


.978 


.081 


-.029 


25. 


Bus miles/ morning 


.027 


.976 


.085 


-.048 


26. 


Enrolled 64-65 


.979 


-.079 


.037 


-.116 


27. 


Change 54-65 


.962 


-.077 


.088 


-.149 



Eigenvalues 


10.838 


4.629 


3.350 


1.699 


Variance 


9.876 


4.209 


4.156 


2.275 




TABLE III 



TRANSPORTATION COSTS PER PUPIL SUMMARIZED 





Total Net 
Cost 


Pupils 
Transp . 


Per Pupil 
Cost 

Per Mile 


A 


167,000 


2456 


.053 


B 


91,000 


2315 


.045 


C 


2,000 


2104 


.044 


Regional 1 


350,000 


6875 




X County 


140,000 


6742 


.016 


D 


41,000 


705 


.156 


F 


30,000 


53 5 


.151 


E 


78,000 


1221 


.090 


Region 11 


149,500 


2461 




Y County 


137,911 


2376 


.078 


G 


37,006 


588 


.231 


H 


37,174 


374 


.351 


Region 111 


74,180 


962 




Z County 


120,913 


2313 


.082 
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TZYBLE IV 



ADMINISTRATIVE PER PUPIL COSTS SUMMARIZED 





Administrative 

Cost 


Cur_ -r. _ 
Expend, tu: 


A 


14.85 


413.- 


B 


16.29 


448.53 


C 


9.56 


400.7^ 


Region 1 


13.76 


420.36 


X County 


6.02 


333.27 


D 


31.85 


455.71 


F 


43.07 


675.93 


E 


19.14 


474.13 


Region 11 


26.23 


498.69 


Y County 


10.06 


386.80 


G 


24.02 


421.50 


H 


33.47 


562.17 


Region 111 


29.04 


503.28 


Z County 


18.38 


476.87 
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TABLE V 



NUMBER OF CLASSES AND PERCENT OF CLASSES 
TAUGHT BY TEACHERS OUT-OF-FIELD 





Total 

Classes 


Classes out- 
of-field 


Percent taught 
out-of-field 


A 


445 


120 


26.9 


B 


505 


105 


20.7 


C 


313 


57 


18.2 


Region 1 


1263 


282 


22.3 


X County 


940 


72 


7.6 


D 


209 


52 


24.8 


F 


207 


61 


29.4 


E 


431 


74 


17.1 


Region 11 


847 


187 


22.0 


Y County 


496 


84 


16.9 


G 


311 


55 


17.6 


H 


119 


45 


37.8 


Region 111 


430 


100 


23.2 


Z County 


445 


95 


21.3 
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TABLE VI 



COURSE OFFERINGS AND SIZE OF 
GRADUATING CLASSES SUMMARIZED 





Courses 

Breadth Depth 


Average 
Graduating 
Class Siz£ 


A 


12 


112 


56.5 


B 


11 


119 


59.0 


C 


11 


110 


45.0 


Region 1 


12 


167 


53.1 


X County 


12 


143 


77.5 


D 


10 


72 


44.0 


F 


11 


108 


14.3 


E 


11 


121 


32.0 


Region 11 


12 


168 


29.1 


Y County 


13 


156 


55.8 


G 


13 


102 


41.3 


H 


12 


72 


22.5 


Region 111 


13 


126 


33.4 


Z County 


12 


122 


87.5 
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CURRENT EXPENDITURES 



CHART I 
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PUPIL POPULATION 



— Size-cost relationship in the State of Florida for 
counties with less than 5,000 students. 
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